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. .
This study asked a;actic' g managers to identify the problematic

* *

. . R
communic¢ation ,Situations exp¢rienced by supervisors ia their organi-
~ ke

< .

zations. Prior research haf asked recent gracduates_to identify com-

. : . s
* munication beHMaviors basedfon how important those behaviors seermad
to be, not on whether tho e\behaviogs presented problems. The pre-

sent study was conducted[within the framewoark of two widely discussed

management systems: Orggnizational Behavior Modifiehtion and Manage—
Nt . !

) . " ,‘ .
® ment by Objectives. 1 ntiffcation of problematic communication situ-
1 .

ations by managers in fhese jsystems suggests where time and resources
. A L] '

. L4
need ta be placed in eech/cgmmunicarion education. )
. | . ‘
. [ . . l L4 ’ ’ /,
L * / I . i .
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» and have arrived at the wrong conclusions.
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Organizational‘Béhavior Modification and Managewent by Objectives:
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Implicatiéns for Change in Orgagizational Cbmmunitation Tréining.
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cation have been turning to career oriented ins This shift

[ 3
the one Vin-

} - |

>
cent DiSalvo, David Larson and Bill Sgiler® published in a recent issue

'

of Communication Education.® It.3i

also reflected in éhe flood o%.new

kol

)

ication. This literary.activity has‘been

-

. 4 ,
generated, in larg;/@easure, by the kind of inquiry which would allow

7 . .
-researchers to infer what kinds of instruction, and in what particular

\

L}
skills, we should be_ teaching to accommodate the career oriented stu~
‘ 4

dent. . ] s . ‘o

A major.argument of the present essay is that the researchers

have been asking -the wrong questions, based on the wrong assumptions,

Typically, ;esearchers have set dp.catego;iés which they believe
- . N

to be important, ‘and then they ask responder’s from tge business com~

\ .‘
munity to focus upon the imﬁortance of those categories. The questions

v

speech communi- -

yield statements frgm the responders about the importanéé of the cate- g,

. .
-

gories, which in turn lets the researcher infer what we ought be

. . ‘ A
teaching. We wish to argue that, while the questions are inferesting,

* .
v

4

.
a
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they are.not iybugh. They certainly don't warrant the suggeStions
" ] agéut what ;y/sﬁould be ;eaching that have begun to appear in our
- journals. / : ’ T )
Iﬁe most recent example of this Lind of fesearch was the DiSalwo,
Larson and Seiler article just mentgoned.’]They wanted t% g%;d out t%e
. .communicQFion skills needed by persons in business-orgénizati?hs; so
. they asked recent graduates from their university tb‘rank order ten
(10) types of communication skills on the basis of importance. 1In
,.order of imporgénce as related to job’success, the ten skill areas .
eported by DiSalvo @nd his colleagues were: b
) 1. listening . 6. foutine information exch&hge
' 2. persuading . 7.. small group leadership ‘
3. advising . ' ) 8. ‘nterviewing :
4. 1instructing 9. ‘ giving orders
.o 5. ‘sﬁall group” problen 10. outlic spesking '
solving . . / .
o g ) ' ‘

»
//‘A'researcher may ask, as Di?alvo and his colleagues did--and as, .
P . L2 " . . .
garlier, Jim Lohr~ did--that the responder to z questionnaire mention

the importance of a° C7Am inication skill. In addition, im asking the

1
y

question, a researctgr may use language more typical of the
acacemy than typical of the busiu_ss conmunéty. Indeed, this

procedure led DiSalvo, Larson and Seiler to find that "adviging" .
” . ]

~

'is extremely important. But what does this finding me. 2? "Advising"
might rean "giﬁing‘directibns" or it might be understootd to
mean ”persuadingu{ Assuming we could know what the responder meant

whert he or she agreed that "advising" was irportant, what could we- -
] o ) o

(i' N n
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[

conclude? Would it be viable to cqnclude that "advising" is also a problem area?

<, ( . :
Mere importance is not sufficiént grounds to wafrrant najor decisions about the

way we train young people, for it does not tell us what those who are’ being °

s

trained have difficulty doing. It seers clear to us that researchers need to

.., ‘move beyond the current concern about mere inportance. Afld it seems clear that

we need to try to discover how the bueiness community uses language to talk

r

- about comrmunication behdviors and what it tonsiders to be troublesore. At least,

O

ERIC

s

»
we need to do these things if we wish to make meaningful gug;ses abg the

training we ougnt to provide 6ur career oriented students. ' )
+ A, - °

In an earlier research one of us triad to discover what words peopls in the

- -

business community actually used to talk about their communication problems.
y P

Ay

To do this a pilot study wab ‘conducted in the Rockford, Illinois, area. A

questionnaire was developed which included both otjective type and open-ended

~

questions designed to gét language samples from respéndefits as they talked about

. . 1
communication in their companies. " Three of the cuestions, different only with

.
.

regard to the category of employee, read: "Suppose tle Department of Speech

Communication would design a course especially for yofi: erployees who are at the

level, What are the three rosf imporéant speech communi-

cation skills these. employees should get fro# the course?” . The categories were
. ,

" "supérvisory,'

-

"management, and "labor force."”

B

Language patterns emerged from a wide variety of responses .to the open-ended

- *

questions in this leoE study. 1In addition, the queétions yielded*a clearer
picture of the communication problems experienced by the respéndents.k
- ‘ X ‘ 1

-

P ~ - .~ N N
In the main study oi/g@at éarlier research responses wer® secured from the

’ \
Chief Executive,Officers of 55 companies ranging in si!é from eight employees

-e N

to seven thousand employees., One set 6f questions in that research asked the

) * ! v
)

-

p*

! = .

J . i
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Fespondent to rank the five most troublesome cosmunication situations from

~ - L]

- . \Rwoong eleven suggested possibilities and two blank spaces marked "other’?, These
~ . t. N . -~ . 7 f ’ . )
. . rankinge were.made three times--once for each of\sge-three categories of
’ ex'nployee.. . -t ‘ . . -
‘ 0 : , '

- & D * -
* So Hanna's research was asking not about ' 1aporta1ce," but about "trouble.

. )

o * And it was asking in 1anguage which was familiar to Ppeople in the business

community. The results were strlﬁlﬁgly different from those reported earlier.

. -
.

. - For example, based on 1mportance as his Subgects responded Lohr ¢oncluded
‘f

. that publlc speaking sPllls sHould be rore heav;ly enphasized. DiSalvo, Larson

and Seiier asxea a more s btle quéstion abdut telative,ihportaqce among)ten

skill-areaa T relation gofjob success. '"Public Speaking" moved fron first

v .

. »rank in Lonr s study to tent1 in JiSalvo, Larson and Ceiler’s study—a finding
*
R 3 , R -

which seems-to us more cOnsistent w1th realities in the business corrmmnity,

¥ ¢
. - - T

. In 1ine with DiSalvo, Larson a2ad Seiler's ranitim-s Hanna, found that the

...... =2y

-

-

,5k1ill of /'formal presentation"——language used by pecple in the business comrmunity--

+ e

"vas ranked low. You can take this finding to mean trat the 1nstruction we are

i

giving in the relevant skills is adequate, or you can take it to mean that

. - . -

v whatever the experiences are which yteld skills in public speaking, those ’

‘experfences are adequate. But you cannot corclude that we should

increase the amount of time or energy or resources we presently spend

in teaching puinc speaking ekills. : t,
e . ) s L aad [ . s . ‘
o L ' Table I .
. f' . . .
R . .i/.' . —————— 5 - . - .
. ot P ‘ ‘ . .
/ ) 4 ) / ' ) ' } . »
. ' - -; \ .
! f ' - # ’ e , )
' i “ * ’ 3 t) - T Y

[MC ' / '/ . - : oo

/
/
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. , N . by
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‘may be made only with relative con“CEnce

"unwéighted" rankings.

iness community as managers uhder

.

‘.

. -

Here St seems’ useful to describe what

) -

we mean by "weighted'"-and

One. reasure of the most troublesome communicatien
& . .

.is to attach power to the renking‘assigned by a respender to a\pz{EiCular

iten. Another way is merely to count.the frequency of gention of an item,

~

.
regardless of how it 'was ranked by a responder.

power to a mention

I

of five An itenm markeﬂ "2zd"

an iter ranked "lst”

would get a power of four,

By assigning ranking -
) .
by a responder would get a power

.and "so forth.

On ‘the other hand, if any :Ention,/?EgardIess of rank; received only a

.4“'
power of ome ,* then si*ple coun

A

The second table presents

'troublesome_communication situz

tions

s would-yield a prderity list.
and welghted rankings of the

o* Wanagers in the Rockford studf.‘

” -

The figures show a general view of the co::u:icat*on problems In thé bus-

W,

in providing skills to thecse who

N

probleratic for managers,

are problematic for ranagers.

’ ——— —

-
e —— e —

- v ,The assumption that our students are *anage -ent hound,

- . - N
the required funcamentals of speech cormunication course represent all

.

five colleges in our universit y.

train in preparation for managexment

stood ““kem. Tf
want cr peed traiaineg

theh we nded to

Table II '

positicens.

we wish to be helpful

in areas comroaly

bt

v

-

-‘,.

. T

of course,

.our studerntssin

For instance

kY

Not all of those peaﬁif‘wiln wish to

But nearly all of the

students it our businesg and industrial courses pian to pursue careers in

~

t

focus upon those pfoblens.which .
L -

7

v

v
"
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. , ' : H
scme managenment positien or another, and others plan to work as*super—

. " . -~ . —
visors. So we’re‘assuming that a good many of our students do plan to

enter the business and indﬁstria{ cémmudity, are ranagement bound, and
would like directly applicable instruction. It occurred té‘ys thét;aif—

ferences in managerent systerms into which career bofind *students move might

- . ’/
make important differences in how they need to be able to communicate.

P
-

We decided to focus on twd managevent systems which we believe are °*

Yoo
1

currently popular, and widely discussed in the literature~-Managezent |

‘By Objectives (MBO) and Organizaticnal Behavior Modification (0EXod).

. . .

These two systems are draratically different in the presumptions they
~ _
nzke about the people in the organizations. The presurpticn of O3Mod
A -
{s Skinzerian. It suggests that learaning oci:rs as g result of behavior
which is rewarded. So the 0BMod manager looks. for behaviors in line with

=7 Tea

) ' < . e, - . ’
corpany goals, rewards those behaviors, and thscreticzily, st least,

&
- -

there—ﬁ? increases the likelihood that they'll be repeated. Yanagement

»

By OqucFiVes, on' the other ha
5 B

"or herself in terms of that person's persomal goals. Together with' the

employee, the MBO manager determires which. gcals are compatible, agrees on
a sequence of events which will yield.the objectives, apd a schedule of

periodic gnd firnal reviews of performance as performance relates top achieve-

ment o§ the objectives. . .

. What we wished to find out is whether ok\not there would be aﬂy
. ) .

differences, and what the differenceg, if any{\would imply about the kind

-
I3

oo
:

v‘-/

A




or the other mfﬁagement systen change the kinds of skills training we

ipublic speaking. ' ¢

of training we should‘be providing management boﬁgd students; Could one

. 4 ' -

\ s ‘
should be. giving? We assg:ed that priorities might cbange sone. /,

—_—

-
»

We' COllected resporses to -a 5-page questionnaire in which we asked

about this curios#ty, aﬁong other things. Fifty (50) managers. from aregb

buginesses ranging’ in size frogy tr o‘employees to 17,000‘empioyees answered

our questions. There are two relevaent ways to look at the data we collected

-
-~

from them. . . '
o . .
Again it 1s possible to,look at thé gross responses in, terms of'

v

. elther yeighted or unweighted frequency cf zentfon of the situations

£l -
.Y ™ « e

[ o~ ' Y
which are most tgyoublesome to respopderd. .Remerzber, weighted” reans a%—

- -

lowing a power of five for a first rankizng, four for a second ranking,

. . . )
etc., and "unweighted" zeans simply counting one point for each rention,

. .

regardless of ranking.

*

. - Ve
.

. Table III

¢ 1

The third table shows the rank ordered listing of communication

.sfill areas, both unweighted and'weighted, for 211 responders. regardless

of the managerial system used in their respective éompan%fs. Notice. that

the top five ent;ies, in order of their priority, are essentially similar

[ 8

‘to the earlier Earna listing. Yow notice that "formal ﬁresentation" has

dropped from sixth to’ninth or tenth place, We don't know why this shift
hag occurred, but we believe it argues that we should not increase the
- . . . ,,l . \
amount gf energy or effort we presently spend on teaching the skills of
\\ - M




- systems. But; rémember, these lists are ranked according to how trouble-

system a person #ill enter, we might be better dble to tailor his‘trainlng

I wrong audtgnce-—and coming. to the wrong conclusions about what

re

-

)
’ . L

. In addition we note a'shift upward, from ninth pbsifion to seventh

¢

-position, of the entr§ "private, 1-to-1 conferenck." "Handling griev- ¢

3

ances' ys made -a similar movement upward\ We can't conclude Ehat these r

small shifts imply a need for us“to reevaluate our current curricular
gfferings. ' » C ' ' ‘

- . . . L - .
Finally,,dé'd like to show‘you one mwore table, It shous how respozSes

-
a

compare when the lists are broken out according to whether the responder

P

was in an*OBMbd system or an MBO system. We show it to you because it

” .
seems to us to imply That if we could predict the kird of.managerial

”

3 : e

.In cermunication skills, . Coe . ‘ &

- N
‘ — -

Notice that " rivate, 1-to-1 ference' ‘mgves ipto tne top five
f ST PTVERS, Srronh gonierence s 2 ?

ranks in MAnagément,By QObjective systems, while "bandlykg grievanced"

moves into the top five ranks for OBpod systenms. We suspect that these . N
\ y ' .
changes say more about ‘the managerial. systews tkan they say about the kind .
- N ' -
of cormunication skills training people might need to move into those -

v
V4 -

' / .
somé the situations seem to managers alregdy working in the businesd/

industriel cormmunity. We believe they kncw what they're talking about. |,

- - f
Conclusiong. Based on the results of this study, with the qualffi-

-
°

éation that the findings may’ not abply tniversally, we believe these FHing§;

1. that résearchers have been asking the wi%ng questions of the.

- ' .

I , V- ~ T




we %rght to be teaching cgreer—o;ieptéd students:

v
A

that, 1f we want to teach courses which are, geared toward career

oriented students, then e should stress the,communication‘

A

. skilis involved 4n motivating people, delegating aufhérity,
] S . f

.

listening, direction giving and group problem solving.

’

that, 1{f we could predict ‘what kind of managéfial<system'bu:

atudents ‘are likely to enter, and {f we could know it to be-

v

P ) . v ~ N [}
elther OBMod-or MBO, then we might wish to include more folus

on the skills involved in héndlin§.§rieviences an& private l1-to-
’ . * * [y e
1 conferences. - oo . S

-
- . t, , v

i

that wé shouid not; as some nmight argug, increase the aiount /e
. - - ‘ - -

. . . ,
of timé odenergy we presently dewpte to ﬁeash}@g the, skills of

: public speaking. ' ' .

>

‘ERI!
A FuiText provided by Eric
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N Gomparison Between DiSal'vo and Hanna Rankings

R ’ . ~
M .
B

DiSalvo Ran}ci.an* T N ’ Han,ria Rankings

' '1.‘ ' Listening | B ‘ ' ]s h}otivaﬁing.l’eop-lé ’
2. ‘,“Persl.'lad\ilng - e ’\le : Delggazing Authority .
3.‘ A;Elvisins a ‘. ' 7 - ‘.';3".0 Lis;enslng R .
\ bo ngsFrilcting o | . 3»;‘!;:&
S5 Small Group, Problem Solv’insz./ - 5. 'G:Lvi}:g D;f.rections . ‘
6..'R0utine Information Exchange B .. 6. Foxmal Presengat£6ns . \} LT

3 » . <

4. Group Problem Solving

7. Small Group Leadersiip s T, QonfTrence Leadership ' ST

.

'8, Interviewing l -7 8. ®andling Griavances : .‘

9, Gfifipg‘Orders' ' 9 ing Grapevind/Private

. - , ) ‘f ﬁ‘Conferences

10. " Public Sfeaking CoA 10y

' 1

t\i.ation & Bargaining

/.
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Table II « .

" Most Troublesome Cormunication sitdations for Managers

-

- -

' Unweighted Tofals -~ _ ° Weightéd Totals
. - 1 . . - e - i

1. Motivating People . . . & . 46 1. Motivating People .

- 2 Delégating Aﬁtpor%§3 . . . is‘ Delegating Authority .~ ... 139

3. Listening . ... . . . ; . 3. Listdning ... . ... ... 109
. - et [N 3 o+
4, Group%?roblem Solving . -, _ 4, Giving Directioms . ... . 99

. ot ! . ‘- .
5, Giving Directiens . . . ... . 5.+ Group Problem Solving 92

6. Formal Presentation.. . . . Formal Presentation . . 38

Using the  Grapevine . 38

N

Conference Leadership . . . 16 7. Conference Leadership . . +»' 33
v . ' .

Handling Grievances . 'Eandling Grievances c e
Private (1-to-1) Conferencesl2 . Private (l-to-1) Conferences
Using the Grapevine IO
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